COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
DECEMBER 6, 2005
CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON

The Board convened in the Commissioners Hearing Room, 6th Floor, Public Service Center, 1300
Franklin Street, Vancouver, Washington. Commissioners Boldt, Stuart, and Morris, Chair, present.

9:45AM.

SWEARING-IN CEREMONY FOR COMMISSIONER STEVE STUART

Judge Barbara Johnson presided over the swearing-in ceremony for Commissoner Steve
Stuart. Commissioner Stuart expressed his appreciation.

10:00 A.M.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Commissioners conducted the Flag Sdute.

BID AWARD 2425

Reconvened a public hearing for Bid Award 2425 — Annud Fresh Baked Goods. Mike
Westerman, Generd Services, read a memo recommending that Bid 2425 be awarded to the
lowest bidder.

Stuart wanted to know if there were any bakeries in Clark County that could handle this
particular bid.

Westerman said no.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Boldt to award Bid 2425 to Franz Family
Bakery of Portland, Oregon, in the total bid amount of $44,968.80, and grant authority to the
County Adminigrator to sign dl bid-related cortracts. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart
voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

PUBLIC COMMENT

Bridget Schwarz, Fairgrounds Neighborhood Association, Ridgefield, referenced consent
agendaitem 15 (Fairgrounds Community Park Master Plan) and requested that the item be
pulled. Mrs. Schwarz stated that they had an dternative action they would like the board to take
and further explained. She said the Fairgrounds Neighborhood A ssociation had ameeting and
voted to request that the board suspend development of the Fairgrounds Community Park
because they need to work out something in terms of where their children will play.
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Morris stated that she wasn't much inclined to remove the item. She sad if bl fidds are
publicly financed, then they are publicly used and no one would be excluded from use because
they live insgde or outside urban growth boundaries are because they are an away team—there
isno palicy in place that dlowsthat. Morris said she was not inclined to delay gpprova of a
madter plan at thistime, given the fact they have labored so hard to get parksin the county. She
encouraged the commissionersto verbaly reinforce the total public access to publicly funded
bal fieldsin this county. Morris said it would have been gppropriate and hdpful if Ms. Schwarz
would have emailed her concerns and information to the board previous to the hearing because
she has caught them off guard and have dso insulted staff. She added that there was not a
million dollarsin the budget today for bdl fields athough she wished there was.

Schwarz said she read about it in the consent agenda and it dso caught her by surprise. She
sad they weren't notified by the Parks Department that they were proceeding with the master
plan and coming before the board today. She said they have been told repeatedly that the
Sadmon Creek leagues would have exclusve use of those ball fidds.

Morris reiterated that no one has exclusve use of bdl fidds. She further explained.

Boldt agreed that anyone getsto play and asked Mrs. Schwarz to provide a name to the board
and they would talk to that particular staff person.

Schwar z said she would do that.

CONSENT AGENDA

Suart referenced item 15 (Fairgrounds Community Park Magter Plan) and wanted to know
what league(s) would be playing there,

David Judd, Director, Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation, responded that it would be
Samon Creek Little League—hdf of their program would be at the Fairgrounds Park—and
Samon Creek Soccer League. It would be during league season and once league season is
over, aswdl| as outside of times during league season when games are scheduled, the fidds will
be open to anyone.

Suart adso wanted to know if there was any sense of how it would be worked out so that both
Ridgefidd and Salmon Creek residents dl have a place for their kidsto play.

Judd said both Salmon Creek Little League and Salmon Creek Soccer, over the next 20 years,
would practicaly double in Sze asfar as the number of participants. He explained that Sdmon
Creek Little League' s growth could be accommodated at the Fairgrounds site. He said that
initidly three fidds will be built for them and in the long term there will be five fidds He said
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they would always be a separated league and that as far as the buy-ability of the league, they
had discussions and concluded that if they could find a Ste to put them under one roof, they
would be much more vigble. He said they have not been successful in looking at other
properties because they have been priced much higher than anticipated. He said they are
moving ahead with the development of the Fairgrounds Park because that Ste can mest the
needs of those leagues, athough not entirdy. Mr. Judd said they are dso looking at the regiond
REET and how that’s being spent and they hope to have a proposa to the Parks Commission
and then to the Board of County Commissionersto look a how the regional REET might be
used to support youth sportsin the rurd aress.

Morris said they needed to have interna discusson. She said she was happy to enter into a
joint parks agreement with Ridgefield; however, she didn’t recal any commitment to provide
fields for Ridgefield soccer league as such, so much asfor kids.

Suart agreed that they should have discussons regarding thet.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve items 1 through 17.
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

PUBLIC HEARING: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FEES

Held a public hearing to consider changes to the fee schedule for work performed by the
Development Services, Engineering, Ingpection, Building, and Fire Marshd Divisons of the
Community Development Department. The proposa will include fee increases, decreases, and
new fees.

Toby LaFrance, Department of Community Development, presented. Mr. LaFrance stated
that the calculations for the fees support the changes they have in the 2006 budget proposals
and are calculated in accordance with the audits he talked about. He said the fees are based
upon full cost with relevant proportions of the Permitting Services Department, downstream
costs for Code Enforcement, the Director’ s Office, and the proportionate portions of the Fire
Marshd’ s Office. He said the net change for al feesis a net decrease in Development Services
and Building of 4.7%. He further explained. In the area of Building Services, they requested a
fee decrease of 2.9%, which would aso fund their request in the 2006 budget readoption, as
well as an additiond three building ingpectors. Lastly, Mr. LaFrance stated that they had afew
adminigrative changes, new fee adjustments.

Morris commented that this was the first time she has seen the fees decrease.

[Public comment opened]
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Seve Madsen, Building Industry Association of Clark County, commended the efforts of the
Department of Community Development. Mr. Madsen also expressed support for the three
additiond building ingpectors.

Stuart asked Mr. Madsen about the pending law suit from the BIA regarding fees. He said he
would like to see that suit dropped. He said the Community Development Department isdoing
agresat job of meeting the needs of the community they serve and it would be a nice message for
the BIA to send by dropping the suit.

Madsen noted that he was the atorney for the Building Industry Association of Clark County.
He explained that the law suit was filed as a class action suit on behaf of severa individuds
besides the BIA and they have been advised by their other attorneys that any resolution would
have to be approved by the court and that it' s technically not possible for them to unilaterdly
dismissit a this point. Madsen suggested that Commissioner Stuart speak with Mr. Potter. He
added that he has encouraged their attorney to move in that direction and that they don’ t have
any particular interest in continuing to pursue what appears to have been corrected.

Suart said hewould gppreciateit if Mr. Madsen would go back to the BIA and then get back
to him with any information possible as far as the possbility of dismissng this.

Madsen sad ther intent isto resolve this.
[Public comment closed]

Suart stated that he would like to see a show agood faith on the part of the BIA before
moving forward with this.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Ordinance 2005-12-01.

Morris sad that with due respect to Commissioner Stuart, she would have to support
Commissioner Boldt’s mation.

Suart added that the effort gaff put in developing the cost associated with the fee sysem they
have is great work and something he would support. He said he smply felt it had been rdatively
one-sided and it would be nice to see it go both ways.

Commissioners Morris and Boldt voted aye. Commissioner Stuart voted nay. Motion carried.
(See Tape 244)

PUBLIC HEARING: SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
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Held a public hearing to consider the 2005/2006 readoption supplementa appropriation within
various operating and capital funds in the amount of $43,280,786 and setting 2006 tax levies.

Jim Dickman, Office of Budget, presented. Mr. Dickman summearized the request as outlined in
the staff report. He stated that the total request across dl funds on the expenditure sdeis
approximately $43.3 million. There are revenue offsets of goproximately $35 million. Of the
expenditure request, capita amounts to gpproximatey $21.8 million. Other costs amount to
about $17 million; and transfers between county funds amounts to gpproximately $4.7 million.
He said that of the capitd request, most of the request is due to the Public Works Annud
Congtruction Program for the road program of 2006, amounting to $13.6 million, which is
funded by amost $8 million in grants, Traffic Impact Fees, and other fees associated with the
program. Dickman said the Traffic Impact Fee/Park Impact Fee is $3.6 millionand the Clean
Water Fund is putting forward a capital congtruction program of about $2.8 million Also,
there' s equipment roll-over where hitoricdly in the past the county has used old vehicles for
certain departments and it’ s being proposed that many of those pieces of equipment be
replaced with new vehicles, and that amounts to $1.6 million. In addition, they aso have
$500,000 for bal fidds. Asfar as other cogts of $17.5 million, the Sheriff successfully acquired
a Department of Corrections contract for the addition of personndl, including deputies and
custody officers and support, amounting to $2.5 million. For the Department of Community
Deveopment there are severd items, including expansion of the Battle Ground Office; Annua
Reviews and revised Comp Plan comes to $1 millionand is supported by additiond fees. For
the Metropolitan Parks Didtrict, they are recognizing the budget and revenues, athough they
have already been approved—they are smply putting them on the books—and that amounts of
$750,000. For the Department of Community Services, due to timing, they have requests for
severd grantsin the amount of approximatdy $5.6 million and there are also other costs of $7.4
million that indude an additiond funding of sheriff’s deputies. Dickman requested one change to
Item 20 of the staff report, which currently codes the Indigent Coordinator position against the
new Trid Court Improvement Fund—that fund was established through the passage of Senate
Bill 5454 for improvements to the court system. He requested that that position be moved to the
Generd Fund.

Morriswanted to know if technicaly they amended a staff report only if they were adopting a
gaff report. She said they were adopting a resolution.

Dickman said they have changed staff reportsin the past, but it had to be done during a public
hearing.

Morris asked what the specific language changes would be in the Saff report, what page.

Bill Barron, County Administrator, responded that the change would be on page 7 of 54, Item
20.
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Dickman said it would read — “the General Fund pay the cost of the Indigent Defense
Coordinator.”

Barron added that they would strike the entire last two sentences and add “to be funded from
the Generd Fund.”

Suart sad thiswouldn't change how it would be funded, but just makes it specific about where
the funding would come from—was that correct?

Dickman sad the Generd Fund will cover the cost of the podition.
Barron provided further clarification.
Morris asked for amotion to amend the staff report.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Boldt to amend the staff report, page 7, Item 20,
to strike the language “from SB 5454 to Coordinator” and adding “dlocation of Generd Fund.”
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

Dickman sad there was one other bit of information: one of the resolutionsisto set the tax levy
for the Genera Fund, and state law redtricts an increase to 1%, plus new congtruction. The 1%
over the previous year, 2005, amounts to $434,000 and the new congtruction amount they
expect to collect in 2006 if approximately $1.9 million.

Morrisindicated that she had asked Mr. Dickman to draw that point specificaly in his narrétive.
She sad that once again the amount of money that the county will see asan increase in their
regular property tax levy next year will be $434,000, but the amount of new property tax
revenue that will come from the General Fund from new congtruction, which works under a
different formula, will be $1.9 million, or five times the amount of money that comes from the
regular property tax levy. Morris dso wanted to clarify the confusion over the bl fields
because earlier in the morning she had requested that it come from the money that was not spent
on eections, but that' s not where it came from. She asked Mr. Dickman to clarify for the
record where it came from and how they got it.

Dickman explained that at the work session that was held about 3 weeks previoudy, the
proposal was changed to cover the bal fields— they reduced the existing request from Weed
Management, which was a request two % field inspectors.

Morris wanted to know how many Sheriff’s Deputies they were adding in this budget.
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Dickman said they were adding 9.

Morris said they were adding 9 deputies to the Sheriff’ s patrol divison, aswell as cars, and 6
of those are being paid for from a contract with the Department of Corrections and 3 are being
paid out of the Genera Fund. She asked if it's correct that they are dso hiring 2 new employees
for Weed Management.

Dickman said yes, 1.75.
Morris said she understood that the bal fidds came from the Red Estate Excise Tax.

Dickman said that part of the Redl EState Excise Tax covered the ball fields and the rest came
from re-shuffling some of the requests made during the work session.

Morris asked how much was coming from the Red Estate Excise Tax.
Dickman said $62,000 and the Generd Fund was paying for therest of it.

Morris sad it was worth noting that the Sheriff would be getting 9 new road peatrols, dthough
that’ s not enough and they would be working for more in the future.

Boldt asked about the 1%, if it went into the fund balance.

Glenn Olson, Director, Office of Budget and Information Services, responded that when they
built the ' 05-’ 06 budget, it was part of the anticipated revenue stream and was accurately
forecasted.

Morris opened public testimony.

Judge Robert Harris, Superior Court, spoke in regards to the court’ s request for the funding of
acourt commissioner and clerk for the County Clerk’s Office. Judge Harris provided some
background regarding the Trial Court Funding Task Force. He said they reached some
legidation that was ultimately passed in Senate Bill 5454, which led to a series of increasesin
fees. He further explained. He stated that they did not submit any requests in the’ 05 budget
hearing because they had no idea whether or not there would be any funds available to meet the
basic gandards. He said that with the advent of the funding coming in through the filing fees,
they fdt it was gppropriate at thistime to increase their court commissioner staffing. He
explained that they created a Family Court Unit and have tried to develop some additiona
programsthey fed are lacking. They’ ve gone through the training sessions to develop a
dependency drug court. He explained. Judge Harris said they are dso looking at the
establishment of Juvenile Court Drug program and believe they can interndly finance it from
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monies made available through the juvenile services contracts from the state. He said they want
to establish the Family Law Unit so that it could function and meet projections over the next ten
years. Harris said the case loads are such that hearing times are going well beyond the norma 9
to 12 and that’s a constant, S0 it appears they need to add at least 3 additiona dockets, which
are haf-day commitments. Those would be used by the additiond Court Commissoner and
would aso diminate the requirement of needing part-time commissionersto fill in for vacations.
Judge Harris dtated that they’ ve had a 12% increase in fony filings this year, and they
anticipate going close to 2,900. He said they are il two judicid officers short and would like to
fill one of those postionsin order to get closer to meeting the norma standards of a court
operating at capacity. He said they were hoping to be included in this budget and redlize they
didn’'t meet the time lag, but would like some congderation within the next year.

Boldt said he toured the new menta hedlth building and noted that it’ swired and ready to go for
drug or mental health court. He wondered how that would play into this during the udy of a
new court commissone—would they consider sending a court commissioner there or
teleconferencing?

Judge Harris said they would be conducting hearings there rdaing to menta hedth issuesfor
the interim before involuntary commitment. Whether or not they bring in adrug treatment
program there, he wasn't sure. He added that they aso redize thet they may have an impact of
having hearings a Legacy Hospital because they would have menta commitment people, who
would require hearings for trestment.

Morris addressed Mr. Barron and the Board and said she fdlt it would be worthwhile for the
board to have awork sesson as early as possible in January, primarily regarding the courts and
what they will need and what their resource streams are.

Suart agreed and said he would like to do that as afirst step to the bigger process of
discussng how they ded with crimind judtice needs in the county for the ’ 07-’ 08 biennid
budget because once they get more information about the courts, they’Il inevitably find out how
that’ s connected with other agpects of the crimind justice system.

Sheriff Garry Lucas, Clark County Sheriff, stated that the population growth over the past five
years and the demand for services hasincreased. He said that while 9 new deputiesis greet, it
meets the Sixth deputy demand that they have caculated they need every year in order to meet
the growth in population and increase in calsfor services. So that takes care of last year and the
3 deputies takes care of 50% of the need for this year. Sheriff Lucas said the growth in patrol
sarvices that they’ ve been able to provide has come by reorganization by and going out and
finding some new revenue. He said he looks at the demand for services over the next few years
and sees aneed for approximately 21 deputies to get them up to an acceptable staffing level. He
sad the current jalil is a capacity and above most of the time and with growth in municipa
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police agencies done they would find themsalves in a severely overcrowded Stuation, resulting
in the need for anew jail and the staff that would require. He said there’ s aneed for anew
centra precinct. Also, the increasing number of judges drives the need for additiona staff in
order to bring people before those judges. Sheriff Lucas said the need for growth in the system
outstrips the revenue streams currently available to the county and without additiona revenue
streams, he doesn’t know how they get to addressing that need and it becomes increasingly
critical every year that it'signored. Lucas said it leaves him with the suggestion for the board
that there is two tenths of 1 percent of saestax for crimind justice purposes available to the
board, which could implemented. He said he has searched for additiond revenue streams
beyond that, but they just do not exist. Sheriff Lucas stated that they look forward to working
with the board in order to find solutions to these problems, both within their own organization
and within the crimind justice system. He said they are grateful for 9 people, but the demand for
sarvice amply dwarfs the response so far.

Suart said he appreciated that Sheriff Lucas came in with solutions and idess.

Boldt echoed Commissioner Stuart’s comments. He said he would request awork session
regarding the two tenths of a percent issue in order to a least bring the county up to the city.

Morris thanked Sheriff Lucas and his saff and commented that he has done a superior job of
managing the money available for his department.

Robert Vuchanovich, Presdent of the Clark County Bar Association, and attorney primarily in
the area of family law, commented about the third Superior Court Commissioner. He indicated
that he comes before the Court Commissoners on aweekly basis and that most of thelr
decisions have a great impact on the youth of Clark County. He said because of the tremendous
amount of casdoad and time limits, you' d find that there' s only about atotd argument time of 8-
10 minutes for the commissioners to hear those arguments and decide on the futures of youth.
He sad he didn’t bdieve that was enough time to determine what’ s in the best interest of these
youth and the only way to solve that would be adding a third commissioner.

[Public testimony closed]

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Resolution 2005-12-02
— for the 2005/2006 Readoption Supplemental Appropriation. Commissioners Morris, Boldt,
and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Resolution 2005-12-03
— Generd Fund. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See
Tape 244)
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There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Resolution 2005-12-04
— Road Fund. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape
244)

There being no further public comment, MOV ED by Boldt to approve Resolution 2005-12-05
— Veterans Fund. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See
Tape 244)

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Resolution 2005-12-06
— Diverson Fund. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Maotion carried. (See
Tape 244)

Suart thanked the Budget Staff for their work and said that to be able to find money within the
exigting budget for public safety and parks was a huge win for the community.

Barron dso thanked the Budget Staff for their work. He said he couldn’t think of a better way
to begin the’ 07-’ 08 budget than by having the work sesson as suggested by Commissioner
Morris. Mr. Barron further explained.

[5-Minute Break]

PUBLIC HEARING: ANNUAL REVIEW/DOCKET

Held a public hearing to consder Annua Review Docket items. Continued from November 15,
2005.

CPZ2005-00092 — Docket (La Center School District Capital Facilities Plan). The
school digtrict’s updated capitd facilities plan and no change in impact fees pursuant to Section
40.620 of the Clark County Code. The Planning Commission recommended APPROVAL by
a5to 0 vote. Continued from November 15, 2005.

Oliver Orjiako, Department of Community Development, introduced the Superintendent of La
Center School Didtrict to present the requested change.

Mark Mansell, Superintendent, La Center School Digtrict, asked the board to approve the
change to the capita facilities cogts. He referenced the plan where it shows the adjusted impact
fees.

Morris wanted to know what the La Center City Council had done.

10



COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
DECEMBER 6, 2005
CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Mansdll responded that the Council was on their agenda for December 14, and there was
every indication that they aso supported the adjustments.

Morris asked Mr. Mansdll what the new impact fees would be.
Mansell said for sngle-family it would be $4,442 and for multi-family would be $4,587.

Suart asked if there was any testimony or talk amongst the school board members regarding
what the possible impacts would be of the increases. Were there any negative consequences
they are worried about?

Mansdll said there was no mgjor discussion and they’ ve been working on this for sometime
and the school board gave them the go-ahead and has been very supportive.

There being no further public comment, M OVED by Boldt to approve Docket Item
CPZ2005-00092, La Center School Didtrict Capita Facilities Plan, as amended.
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

CPZ2005-00070 - Hazel Dell Towne Center The property owner is seeking to redesignate
parcels 145774-000, 145796-000, 145795-000, 145773-000, 145800-000, 145771-000,
145815-000, 145766-000, 145769-000, 145786-000, 145305-000, 145371-000, 145770-
000, 145790-000, 145780-000 for gpproximately 34.8 acres from Mixed Use (C-3) and (CL)
to Community Commercid (C-3) and to remove the current rezone covenant. The property is
located a 9103 NE Hazel Dell Avenue. Motion to deny the request failed. The Planning
Commisson forwarded a recommendation for APPROVAL with the request that their
deliberations, discusson and reasoning go along to the Board by a 4 to 2 vote.
Continued from November 16, 2005.

Orjiako gated that he didn’t have any comments regarding this item.

Seve Horenstein, Miller Nash, 500 East Broadway, Suite 400, Vancouver, referenced the
letter and draft covenant dated December 1. He said they are serious about a restaurant and are
proposing a voluntary covenant. Mr. Horenstein said the other proposed change is to keep a
portion of the property in a zone that would be for residentia or office purposes with the OR-
18 zone. Horenstein said they are not proposing to put that zone on the corner of 94™ and
Hazel Dell Avenue and they need to get rid of the resdentid that’s ingde the project, south of
94™. The two parcels that would remain north of 94" they would propose be zoned OR-18
ingtead of the commerciad they had requested. He stated that they have had conversations with
Mr. Creager and he agrees with what they had attempted to explain to staff, which isthat you
cannot put 96 units there. He said they' re not close to an agreement with him yet, but are willing
to continue discussons. Horenstein said that Mr. Creager has suggested that OR-22 might

11
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work better for him; however, Horenstein said he wasn't willing to go tha far because they
don't have that kind of an agreement and can solve some of those dendity issues with current
planning tools. He summarized that their request is to dightly modify what was before the board
previoudy; to provide a coverant for restaurant use at alocation they determine on the site; and
to give them OR-18 on the two parcels located north of 94™.

Kurt Creager, CEO of the Housng Authority, 2500 Main Street, Suite 200, Vancouver,
referenced his written remarks, dated December 1, which goes into some detail regarding the
plan policies and the duty to look a housing on the ste. Creager said he thought the OR-18
was a reasonable accommodation to try and keep the door open for housing and that they
would in good faith proceed with negotiations to try and make tha a redlity. He expressed
support for the modification as presented by Mr. Horengtein.

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve CPZ2005-00070,
Hazd Del Towne Center.

Morris said she believed that amendment would include the re-drawn covenants.
Orjiako added that the amendment would include the request to go to OR-18.
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

CPZ2005-00086 — Scott Trust The property owner is seeking to rezone parce 226050-000
for gpproximately 39.74 acres from Rura Didrict (R-20) to Rurd Didtrict (R-5) located south
and east of the Camp Julianna portion of Lewisville Park and north of NE 137" Ave. The
Panning Commisson recommended APPROVAL to Rurd Didrict (R-10) by a 3 to 2 vote.
Continued from November 15, 2005.

Mike Mabrey, Department of Community Development, presented. Mr. Mabrey stated that
they have had discussions with the representatives and fedl they have worked out most of the
issues. He said in terms of the road, he went back to verify that there had been 20 feet of hard
surface. He said that apparently the county had signed off on that when the last land division
was completed. What they’ re proposing to include in the concomitant rezone agreement isa
requirement binding on this property that when the Site is developed in addition to the norma
two-year maintenance agreement for their ondte roads, they would aso be required to maintain
the road leading to their dite for two years. Mabrey said he thought there was some confusion
about the board’ s direction regarding future lot Sizes. What they understood was that the board
wished this to develop with R-5 zoning, using the rura cluster development provisions, which
would dlow for 8 lots. Something that wasn't discussed was that the cluster devel opment
provisions require that the remainder lot congtitute 65% of the site. So there would be 14 acres
of developable area and the average lot Sze in that would be about 1% acres. In the board's

12
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discussion there was mention of eght 2%%-acre lots and that’ s what the applicant thought they
would be getting. Mabrey said they haven't got aresolution in writing on that, but perhaps Mr.
Lowry would speek to that as far asthet they can’t approve eight 22 acre lots because it
does't meet the clugter lot provisions and doesn’'t meet the minimum lot Szes of the zone. He
sad the fina requirement was to put a conservation easement on the remainder parcel and they
were in agreement with that.

Suart asked Mr. Lowry for some options were regarding the number of lots and what they can
do legdly.

Morris wanted to know if they could not require that it develop under the cluster ordinance, but
thet it sdonein 5's, with the requirement to clugter.

Rich Lowry, Prosecuting Attorney’ s Office, responded that the two options, if this was rezoned
to 5 in terms of dengty, would be to develop it as 5-acre lots or to develop it under the cluster
provisons. Mr. Lowry explained that under the cluster provisions, the maximum areatha can
be developed is dictated by the cluster ordinance, by the requirement that 65% of the parent
parce acreage be in the remainder lot. That gives you the development area for developable
lots. He said theré s no maximum lot Sze for a clugter, but under the mathematica requirements
of the ordinance there are amaximum number of clustered lots that they can achieve, which is 8.
Lowry further explained thet it's Smply a matter of what'sin the remainder, which isdictated in
the ordinance; what' s developable and dividing that by 8 to get an average, or having some lots
that are larger and some that are smdler.

Morris wanted to know where it says they have to develop under the cluster ordinance.

Lowry sad it was his understanding that the board’ s discussion at the last meeting was that the
concomitant rezone agreement would contemplate a cluster development. That clearly gives
them the &bility to create lots smdler than 5 acres.

Morris sad cdugering is different than developing under the cluster ordinance. She wanted to
know why they couldn’t rezoneto 5's, with the requirement that they be clustered in acertain
area. She said they are talking about 1%2-acre lots and they’ ve received correspondence from
the neighbors that they don’t even like the 22 acre |ots. She said she thought they had more
latitude here because there s nothing in code that she knew of that says a cluster development
must be done under the cluster ordinance. As a matter of fact, the cluster ordinance is an option.

Lowry sad it isan option, but if they don't utilize that option then they would be required to
cregte lotsthat were a least 5 acresin Sze under the base zoning. Through a concomitant
rezone agreement, the board can add redtrictions that go beyond zoning, but can't excuse
compliant with zoning through a concomitant rezone agreement.
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Morriswondered if it could be drawn so that you have 5's, cluster so each oneis 5 and just
very narrow a one point and then spread out.

Lowry sad if they did not have a covenant, then the owner would have the option of developing
a standard 5-acre divison or coming in and complying with the cluster ordinance.

Boldt said he thought the intent was to go with a cluster ordinance because they wouldn't want
the five different ownersin critica lands. He further explained. He said he thought the reasoning
for the cluster was because they would have the same amount of traffic regardless, but with the
cluster ordinance the land would be protected.

Morrisdidn’t disagree, but what they’re doing is developing very smal acreage lots.

Suart agreed. He sad if they’re going to go to R-5 zoning, they’ re going to have 8 different
houses there that would have impact on the roadways anyway. He said he thought going to that
zoning was gppropriate in that area, given the other zoning around it. He asked if they would
have an average of 1.8 acres.

Mabrey said it would be 1% acres.

Suart said they could mix and match and do whatever works for the applicant as far asthe
gzesto fit within that overdl acreage they have in the cluster. He said he liked the idea of usng
the cluster ordinance and preserving the rest of the space for the people who live there.

Morris wanted to know what the minimum lot Sze was in the clugter.

Orjiako replied that it was 1 acre.

Morris asked if they could get 8 out of it.

Orjiako said they could. He explained that they have 40 acres and you take 65% of it and you
have about 26-27 acres and the remainder is about 14 acres and they can do 8 on that 14. One
or two of those lots could be 2Y%, but the remainder may be 1% or an acre—they are limited to
the 8 acres. The remaining 14 acres can be divided or clustered in whatever manner they want,
but it has to be aminimum of 1 acre.

Morris asked if the cluster ordinance required a common driveway.

Mabrey said no. He said they are basicdly talking about extending a private stret.
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Morris stated that she needed to leave and suggested they continue at 1 o' clock.

MOVED by Boldt to continue the public hearing until 1:00 p.m. Commissioners Morris, Boldt,
and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

[Hearing reconvened]

Mabrey dated that there are two different ways of developing under the cluster ordinance: that
the remainder parcel isaso abuildable lot so it would be possble to have one 26-acre lot and
seven 2-acre lots, for example.

[Public comment opened]

Christy Thompson, on behdf of the Linda S. Scott Trust, introduced her husband, Lawrence
Thompson.

Lawrence Thompson, stated that he had talked with Mr. Mabrey and that staff has been very
helpful. Mr. Thompson provided some background and presented some overhead maps. He
sad it was aloop idea they discussed for layout where on the westerly side there would a
sgnificant line that would be set aside as a conservation easement in perpetuity. He further
explained. Thompson said he thought they could get there by giving R-5 and have a concomitant
agreement that adds providing that a certain percentage of the lands are set aside at the time of
platting for the preservation and consderation of habitat and neighboring park land. Or they
could say that a certain number of acres be set asdein aline a the time of platting thet the
developer and Community Development staff have to get together on. He said he didn’t think
the people currently living on the easterly side wanted a plat that’ s close to them on that corner.
Thompson said they believe that from the perspective of the buyers, he supposed it would be up
to the homeowners' associations and with the conditions put on the plat to work out what
maintenance is going to be done where internally. He said he hoped they could get there.

Boldt sad that from the people he' s talked to they would almost rather have a cluster and get
the land down. He further explained. He asked if the clusters would grant the applicant just as
much money.

Thompson said it possibly could. The aternate solution would be to overlay a homeowners
mai ntenance easement on the property. He explained that basicaly a person gets his acre lot
and is subject to paying monthly dues and then the homeowners association hires someone to
comein and keep it up.
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Morris had comments regarding the remainder lot if the board chose to go with the clugter. She
sad there is discussion somewhere about deeding the land to the county and she said they
probably wouldn't take it because they cannot care for it.

[Public comment closed)]

Suart agreed that thereisalot of marketability in a cluster of 1 to 2 ¥z acre parcels—there’ sa
pent up demand for that kind of product. Asfar asthe remainders go, if you doitin5sand
everyone has ownership of an areathat has to be preserved in some sort of easement, then each
owner ison the hook for the maintenance and preservation of that easement. So thereé'sa
burden there that wouldn’t otherwise exist if you clustered and then put the rest in aremainder
parce. He said he did see some benefits in doing the clustering for the applicant and for the
overdl project.

Orjiako commented that thisis arurd acreage and there is no upkeep that the county or
property owners would be required to do.

Morris sad it gppeared then that the board was in agreement to approve the zone change as
requested with the provisons of the concomitant agreement that call for development asa
cluster ordinance, a road maintenance agreement, and conservation easement over the
unbuildable portion of the remainder lot. Asfar as the road maintenance agreement, she
wondered if two years wasfair.

Mabrey said that two years was the current code requirement for maintenance of any new
private street.

Suart wondered if expangon of the private road was necessary for the additiona houses that
would be created, if there was any provision that the developer would be required to pay for it.

Mabrey sad they origindly had that provison in there asitem C. The private road standard is
20 feet of hard surface and what they have out there now is about 10 feet of pavement with
some gravel on the outside, which basically meets the 20-foot standard. Apparently the county
gpproved that with the most recent land division on that road. He assumed that as the property
comesin for development, they would review whether the existing road is adequete and, if not,
they would have to improve the road to 20 fest.

Stuart wanted to know what would bein place to ensure the roadways would be taken care of.

[Discussion continued]
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Morris said the norma way to do that would be as a part of the devel opment review process
rather than as the covenant rezone because those can be written as conditions of approva and
at that point they have to have been tested againgt legd standards. If they meet the test of legd
standards, then the hearings examiners would approve them as conditions and if they’re not
approved as conditions because they don’'t meet the legd standards, then there’ s dways the
option of bringing it before the board on appedl.

Boldt asked if the remainder |ot would have a conservation easement.

Mabrey said there were two options: it could al be conservation easement; or it could be
conservation easement over the mgority of it, with asmal buildable area.

Suart sad then they would have one big lot and seven smaller ones.
Mabrey sad the smaller ones could be on average two acres.

Morris said that asfar as the conservation easement, the provisions of the code are clear that
you can't further subdivide or build another dwelling on that property until such time the urban
growth boundaries should get there. She said the urban growth boundaries aren’t going to get
there. Depending on how a conservation easement is drafted can restrict access to the property.
She said there was discussion about some sort of a buffer zone for the park, but she wasn't sure
it needed one—it’'sahuge park. If it's a sendtive ares, the issue of a conservation easement
can, again, be dedlt with at the development review stage.

Suart said the boundaries may not go there for the next 20 or 40 years. He said if he
remembered correctly in the 50-year vison for Battle Ground, this areawas part of the City of
Battle Ground. So to him it’ simportant to have a conservation easement that ensuresin
perpetuity that that sengitive area stay's out of the development inventory and remainsin anatura
dtate.

Morris wanted to know what makesit sendtive.
Suart sad it's reation with the East Fork of the Lewis River and the steep dopes there.

Gordy Euler, Department of Community Development, added that there are priority habitat
and species—both points and buffers—aong the west and north sides of the property.

Orjiako suggested that if the board wasn't comfortable with the conservation easement, they

could just make it subject to the cluster ordinance and not design the plat at this hearing; they
could ded with the design during the review period.
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Morris said she would prefer they do that. They can indicate in the record that they would hope
to see a conservation covenant aong there, but she wasn't sure she wanted it to be any kind of
aconservation covenant in that you can't touch it if you own it.

Mabrey sad the provisons of the cluster ordinance are clear about how they ded with a
remainder parcel and that is that there has to be a management plan

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve CPZ2005-00086,
Scott Family Trust, as proposed in the agreement with the exception of the conservation
covenant, which the board would expect to see considered during the development review
process. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Mation carried. (See Tape 245)

CPZ2005-00064 — Warman The property owner is seeking to redesignate and rezone parcels
172542-000 and 172556-000 for gpproximately 45 acres from Agriculture (AG-20) to Rurd
Digrrict (R-5) located at 3620 NE Ingle Road, Vancouver. The Planning Commission
recommended APPROVAL by a4 to 2 vote. Continued from November 16, 2005.

Euler stated that the gpplicant wants to change the zoning of gpproximately 46 acres of Ag land
to R-5 zoning. He said that what' s interesting about this property is that there’ s a private water
ki facility there and the southern parcd isn't being used for agriculture. The parcd that's
located across NE Ingle Road is currently in R-10 and the gpplicant wishesto go to R-5. Euler
sad thereis currently Ag located on both sides of the property—the southern part is somewhat
environmentally congtrained and the piece located to the east of the lakeisafish and wildlife
mitigation piece of property. He noted that the western boundary of the parcd is currently in the
Camas proposd for an urban growth boundary expansion.

Suart asked if the subject property was included in the dotted lines created by the board.
Euler pointed it out on the map and sad it'sin the latest draft discussion map.

James Howsley, Miller Nash, 500 East Broadway, Suite 400, Vancouver, atorney for the
applicant, Mr. and Mrs. Warman, provided some history regarding the property. Mr. Howdey
dated that the Warman'sretained his father, Richard Howdey, in November of 2000 to pursue
a plan amendment pursuant to a docket request. He referenced a letter submitted to the board,
which outlined the timdine and exhibits. He said the request a that time was to get the property
out of Agricultura lands and go to an R-5 designation. He further explained. He said that in
March 2001 the Board of County Commissioners had agreed that dl ste-specific requests
would be rolled into the 5-year update of the comprehensive plan in accordance with the GMA.
In April of 2001, the board decided to integrate the 5-year comprehendve plan update into the
10-year urban growth boundary review. In October of 2002, the board decided to halt all
annud review requests because of the ongoing update of the annua review. Howdey stated that
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from October 2002 through September 2004, they attempted to pursue achangeto R-5 as
part of the GMA update and they did have adiscusson at that time regarding the possible
incluson of the property within the Camas urban growth area. In 2003, the board decided not
to addressrural land requests as part of the tentyear urban growth boundary update; however,
in October 2003, they provided testimony at the Planning Commission as to the medicdl
conditions, which have spurred this request of Mrs. Warman. In September 2004, the board
adopted a new comprehensve plan map and new urban growth areas, not including the Green
Mountain area. In November of last year, they filed thisannud review request. In August of
2005, the Planning Commission held a hearing and recommended gpprova of the north
property, north of Ingle Road, to change from AG-20 to R-5; and for the property south of
Ingle Road they agreed to a proposal that the northern 5+ acres be split-zoned to R-5, with the
remaining parcel moving south from the lake to be kept in AG-20.

Morris asked Howdey to point out where that split would occur.

Howsley pointed it out on the overhead map and said it would occur just north of the Lake. He
further explained.

Morris wanted to know what the total acreage would be of the portions that would change.

Howsley sad it would be a bit more than 10 acres on the northern parts north of Ingle Road,
and alittle more than 5 acres on the parcel south of Ingle Road.

Euler added that it would be out of atota of 46 acres.

Howsl ey addressed staff’ s concerns in terms of the discussion from the Planning Commission
He sad he thought staff was mainly concerned that because this parcel would essentidly bea
finger down into the AG-20 on either sde of the property, the compromise developed at the
Panning Commission to have the parcd from the lake south remain in AG, would seem to
address those concerns. The property to the west is actively used for the Anderson Dairy, but
the property to the east isa WDFW mitigation Ste—both habitat and wetlands—that was there
as part of the Green Mountain Golf Course. Howdey said they recognize that the City of
Camas has proposed to include this property into its UGA, but their position is that they would
dill like to keep the property out of the Camas UGA at this time and continue with the R-5
request. He said they believe in doing so it would provide a good buffer because of the lake and
its existing use to the lands to the west and for the property north of Ingle, it woud provide an
additiona buffer trangtioning from Green Mountain Golf Course to Green Mountain itself, which
isowned by the county and subject to the DNR regtriction.

Boldt said that they would get two buildable lotsin the north and asked if they would get two
buildable lots in the south.
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Howsley said no, they would get one additiond buildable lot and one ot on the south sde on
the north 5+ acres.

Suart darified that if they put it in to R-5 and then it comesinto the boundaries, they would be
defeeting the purpose of bringing it into the boundaries because they’ d have parcdized it at that
point. The applicant would rather go with the R-5 zoning than come into the boundary.

Howsley confirmed that was correct. He said there' s good logic in that because you re not
going to recover that much developable land on the skinny parcel because there' s an existing
business there. He further explained. He reiterated that it would be their request to maintain the
R-5 and that it provides a nice trangtion going into the more rura uses to the west and to the
Green Mountain property, which is owned by the county.

Stuart agreed that it' sanice trangtion. He asked if the idea was to then keep the water ski lake
operationa.

Howsley said yes, that would be one of the other benefits of thisthat it helps separate that
portion for liability purposes.

Morris asked Howdey if he would like for the board to ensure that this does not go into the
urban growth boundary within aweek.

Howsley said yes.

Boldt asked Howdey if they did the split zone just north of the road and had AG south of the
road, would they till get what they wanted.

Howsley responded that they would like the split zone so they could create a separate |ot.

Morris said that right now they could put one more rooftop for atota of two. The changein the
zoning could give them three rooftops—was that correct?

Howsley said yes, in theory.

Morris said they could get three rooftopsif only the part to the north were changed and not the
part to the south—was that correct? They could gtill get their three without rezoning the bottom.

Suart said they would have to own the whole piece.
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Howsley explained that the water ski operation was owned by a separate legal entity. He said
the north parcel—north of the road—is a different legd lat.

Morris said that south of the road it’' s dl one tax parcel and they could put one house onit.
Also, if they gave them R-5 on the north, they could put a rooftop there.

Howsley said thet was correct.

Morris said they have three rooftops no matter how they do it. She said that at this point in the
game when they’re dedling with so many AG issues in the comprehensive plan, she was sraining
to find away to do this. She said they need to have discussions about the viability of the
agriculture and if mogt of the land is covered with weter, they’ re not growing much on it. Morris
sad she' strying to figure out why they’ d rather have this in 5’ s versus being in the urban growth
boundary.

Howsley explained that the redl reason for the request is because the Warman’s would like to
build another house for themselves on that northern parcel, north of Ingle, due to Mrs.
Warman's medica condition, which does't alow her to ambulate up and down dairs. They
would like to build aone-gtory house for their persond residence and would rather have five
acres and not have to go through the subdivision process.

Boldt said they could do that if they just zoned the north 5's and | eft the south in AG—they
would still get three rooftops, as Commissioner Morris stated.

Howsley said it would be their preference to have the entire property zoned R-5 because they
don’t believe the property meets Clark County Code, Clark Comprehensive Plan, the GMA, or
the WAC criteriafor viable, commercid agriculturd land because it has awater ski lake onit.
The parcd to the south is riddled with critical areas and clearly doesn’t meet the definition.
Where they came to a compromise at the Planning Commission was to address the
compatibility issue with what was both on the west Sde and east Side of the property.

Suart sad that during recent discussion with staff regarding growth update-related issues, they
talked about the need to discuss the state of agriculture because it's going to come up in their
habitat ordinance, wetlands ordinance, growth update, and annua reviews. Theré salot of
information that they can begin to put together in the next year and it's something he would like
to pursue. Asfar asthis one and hisown view of what farming isin Clark County, he would say
they should put it dl in R-5 because it’s not afarm. From an urban growth boundary
perspective, if they’d rather be out than in and if there's AG-20 on the west Side that is viable
and is being farmed, then R-5 isanice trangtion zone. Suart said that from a planning
perspective, he' d rather seeit all go R-5 and didn’t see the benefit of keegping the southern area
inAG.
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Euler sad that at the time the application came in he didn’t believe there was the possihility of it
being in the Camas urban growth boundary. He said staff recognizesthat it’s not viable AG
land. He said their concern is that there’ s awhole broad swatch of agriculture in the area and
they would be cresting afinger of R-5 that splits it right down the middle.

Howsley referred to a case from December 2000, which hasto do with not dlowing active
recreationa uses on designated AG lands. He pointed out that thisis an active recrestiond use.

Euler sad it's under a conditional use permit.
Morris wanted to know what it was zoned in’ 88.
Howsley said he bdieved it was Rurd-Edtate.

Morris said she didn’t have any trouble with the parcel north of the road. She asked Lowry if
they were secure that they are doing findings that would satisfy the hearings board on this. She
sad that for next year the board has expressed the desire of establishing criteriato usefor AG
land and they have to prove their work; this one would be easier to do once they’ ve finished
that work versus doing it now. Morris stated that at this time she wasn't secure that they would
be able to sustain an gppeal on the south part, but she wouldn't mind addressing this next year
once they’ ve developed the criteria

Lowry sad if they just focus on this one parce he thought they had plenty of evidenceto
support afinding thet thisis not long-term commercidly viable AG land; however, the problem
with that isthat both under the [inaudible] guiddines and under the way the county has
higtoricaly approached resource lands, they don’t do designations on a parce- specific basis,
they do them on an area-wide bags, which is the reason staff was uncomfortable with the finger
coming down into the area. He said he thought the hearings board, if faced with thet issue,
would aso have problems with what they would call de-designating the AG land for the entire
parcd. Lowry said he didn’t think they would have a problem with the northerly piece on the
other side of the road and probably wouldn't have a problem with the northerly 5-acres of the
southerly long, narrow [inaudible]. He said his understanding was that this was being requested
S0 that they could segregate the ownership on that parcel to put the recreationd usein different
ownership than any new residence that would be placed on the property. Lowry said he thought
a hearings board would say, in looking at this property individualy, they’ re going about it wrong
and need to do it on an area-wide bass. Asfar asdoing it on an area-wide bass, it's premature
to do it now because al they’ve got isthat one piece. They should do it when they're looking at
the AG question more globaly. He said that’ s the reason the Planning Commission came up
with their compromise, which he thought was highly unlikely to be challenged. Wheress, if they
designated the entire property, it’s more likely it would be chalenged and is more dispensable.
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Morris asked if he thought the Planning Commission recommendation was defensible.
Lowry sad yes.

Suart said he wasfinewith that. Asfar as the southern part, it was a question they would need
to discussin the next year because if the hearings board does't like the idea of going to R-5, he
doubted they would like the idea of it being brought into an urban boundary. He said that
perhaps it was something they should delay until next year and then once they have the
information in hand they can move forward with the southern part. He suggested that for now
they accept the Planning Commission recommendation, with the understanding that al those
pieces would come out of the dotted lines on the growth map.

Morris said she felt better about using the Planning Commission compromise after hearing what
Mr. Lowry had to say.

There being no further comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve CPZ2005-00064.
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 244)

CPZ2005-00065 - Anderson The property owner is seeking to redesignate and rezone parcel
213015-000 for gpproximately 29.24 acres from Agriculture (AG) to Rurd Didtrict (R-5)
located at 4604 NW 289" Street, Ridgefield. The Planning Commission recommended
DENIAL by a4 to 1 vote. Continued from November 16, 2005.

Euler stated that the Anderson parcel is approximately 29 acres located north of Ridgefied on
NE 289" Avenue, and the proposdl isto change it from AG-20 to R-5. Euler said that he
visited the property and it’s surrounded by agricultural use, with a chestnut orchard to the
northeast; remnants of an orchard to the south; horses grazing on the large parce to the south;
and the R-5 parcels located to the west appeared to have pasturage on them. He said staff has
recommended to the Planning Commission that this remain as AG for that reason and the
Panning Commission uphed that recommendetion by a4 to 1 vote.

Morris wanted to know if dl of that areawas zoned AG-20.
Euler responded.

Morris asked if the AG-20 was an industrid overlay within the Ridgefield urban growth
boundary.

Orjiako sad it is AG with resdentid reserve overlay.
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James Howsdley, Miller Nash, 500 East Broadway, Suite 400, Vancouver, representative for
Mr. Anderson, referenced the letter he submitted to the board and provided history. He said
that in March 2001 the Board of County Commissioners decided that al Site-specific requests
be rolled into the 5-year plan review. In April 2001, the board decided that the 5-year and 10-
year review should be married. In July 2002, Mr. Anderson retained Richard Howdey to
represent him in a docket request before the board. In October 2002, the board decided to halt
the annual review process and so they have not been able to bring this request forward until
now. Mr. Howdey stated that in November 2002 they requested a change in accordance with
the update to go from AG-20 to R-5. They pursued that request from October 2002 to
September 2004. In 2003, the board again decided to not address rural requestsin the GMA
process, however, they provided testimony to the Planning Commission in October 2003
despite the board’ s palicy. In September 2004 the board adopted new comprehensive plans,
making no changesto the rurd aress, with the exception of those lands brought in. Findly, in
November 2004 they filed an annud review request that is before the board today. In August
2005 the Planning Commission held a hearing on this request and during the summer there was
discussion with the ongoing urban growth boundary update. Howdey sad the crux of ther
request isthat from their position they do not believe that this property quaifiesas AG land,
either under County Code, the County Comprehensive Plan, the Growth Management Act, or
the WAC. He further explained that the property has hydric soils over amgority of the
property; there are wetlands present on the Site, as well asriparian area on the property, and
also0 adjacent to the property. There are also white oaks that predominate the northern end of
the parcd. He said they redlize that the county isin the process of updating its critical areas
ordinances to comply with best available science and because this property has critica areas on
it, it would be impossible to begin productive, commercid viable agricultura farming on the
property. Howdey presented some overhead maps and pointed out the existing house. He said
that given the fact that the hearings board and the courts have been consgtent that if you have
agricultura lands that have critical aress, you're il required to regulate those critical areas even
though on AG land. He said in the proposa they had suggested the possibility of doing acluster
subdivison on the property and they believe they can get some lots while maintaining the
northern haf in a separate tract with the existing house and preserving the wetlands, white oak
habitat and other habitat areas. He said one of the suggestions for the remainder of that arealis
that it would be a great Ste for some mitigation opportunitiesin the Alan Canyon tributary.

Boldt wanted to know if it was dl hydric soils.

Howsley said he thought hydric soils predominated the ste—about 66%. He addressed the
issue of the chestnut farm and presented an aerid photo. He said they question the commercid
viahility of the chestnut farm and said it’s his understanding thet it has taken the owners 8 or 9
years to get the trees to where they’ re yie ding $12,000 income, which isn't alivable wage even
for an individud. He reiterated that they believe they have demondtrated that this parcel doesn’t
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qudify aslong-term commercidly viable agriculturd land and the better use would be for a
clugter.

Dick Anderson commented.

Howsley referenced a letter from Mr. Andersonindicating that he had looked at trying to
accommodate some sort of agricultural use, but everything they looked at doesn't rise to the
levd of commercid viahility, including hay, cattle, and horses.

Ander son added that the one viable use would be for raisng families.
Morris asked how many acres Mr. Anderson had.
Anderson said he had dightly over 29 acres.

Boldt said he would like to give the owner’ stheir request because they want lots; however, he's
aso trying to look down the road in two years when perhaps they might look at a bigger
picture.

Morris sad hopefully it would only be ayear down the road.
Suart agreed that next year would be a good time to have the conversation.

Howsley stated that it isn't Mr. Anderson’ s intention to run out and apply for ashort plat and
they redize the board has indicated their plan to address the agricultura lands next year. He said
if it would be the board' s pleasure to go ahead and move for an amendment at thistime with a
condition that they don't do anything on the property until the issue has been revisted, they
would be amenable to that provided they have the opportunity to bring this parce up again
when thet review occurs.

Morris sad she thought it would cause them legd problems. She said the issue of the critical
areasis one of which they are undecided yet. They don’t require regulaion of agriculture
according to the critical area ordinances and have sent it back to have discussion about how
they would gpproach that topic and atask force isworking on it. She told Mr. Anderson that
she would be willing to commit to putting it on the docket next year, which would cost him
nothing. She further explained. She said she didn’t think his property was viable as commercid
agriculture and agreed with Commissioner Boldt that most of the viable land has been
developed. Morris said there s d o the possibility that the legidature this year may decide that
agricuture is conddered an exigting use and is, therefore, exempt from gpplication of the critical
area ordinances. She agreed with Commissioner Boldt that they delay until next year and put
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Mr. Anderson on the docket. She added that the board would have to make some very
legitimate findings in order to be able to sustain adecison againgt an gpped on this.

Suart sad he didn’t think farming is dead in this county, but thet it is different. And to have
large parcds locked up for farming resultsin them locking up the land for open space instead of
locking it up for viable commercid farming and he didn’t think that wasfar. He said it' sa battle
they would have to fight.

Boldt commented that it'stypicd of afarm in Clark County in which the owners are exhausted,
can't make any money, and want to split it up. He further explained.

Morris asked Mr. Lowry if they could creste new AG zoning with smaler lot Sizes.
Lowry said they could. He said legidature has adopted a provison for varying sizes of AG land.
Morris said that needsto be a part of their consideration.

Lowry agreed with the board’ s discussion that their deliberations are on a policy level and not
on aleve of redly looking at this piece of property and whether it meets or does not meet the
generdized criteriafor AG land that were origindly employed. They are looking a whether or
not those origind criteria need to be revisited and that's an analysis that realy needsto take
place in adifferent forum than an annud review.

Howsley said that’ s kind of difficult because how does a property owner get into the processin
order to effect a change when the only way they have available to them is through the annud
review process. He said that process has been shut down to them since 2002 and this has been
their only opportunity thus far to get into the process.

Morris sad that was correct, but she thought it would be a unanimous commitment to bring this
through on the docket process next year and reconsider the discussion. In the meantime, they
do intend to examine the criteriafor AG and talk about whether or not they need to create some
other agricultura zones.

Anderson said he respected the board' s decision; however, for the record he wanted to state
that he thought they dl recognized that the parcel redly is not viable farmland.

Morris thanked Mr. Howdey for raisng the issue of regulating AG and asked Mr. Sndll to
make a note that they would have to build into the discussion regarding viability, that if they do
have to impose those kinds of regulations on it, a what point does that regulation actualy make
it unusable for agriculture. They would need to quantify that in their discussions about viadble AG
land.
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There being no further public comment, MOV ED by Boldt to approve Docket Item
CPZ2005- 00065, Anderson, affirming the Planning Commission’ s recommendetion of denid
and to request gtaff to add it to the annua docket review for consideration next year (2006).
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 245)

CPZ2005-00063 — Felida Park The property owners are seeking to redesignate and rezone
the northern portion of parce 187767-000 for a total of gpproximately 1.4 acres from
Community Commerdid (C-3) to Urban Medium (R-18) located on NW 122™ Street just west
of NW 36™ Avenue, Vancouver. The Planning Commission recommended APPROVAL by a
6 to 0 vote. Continued from November 15, 2005.

Mabrey sad the driveway issue boiled down to smply that the gpplicant has offered to do
shared driveways so there would be one for each pair of units and if there is any odd number of
units, the last one would get its own driveway. He said the gpplicant has also offered to provide
a minimum of three ongite parking spaces, which includes the garages and driveways for each
unit. He said the issue that remains is that if that is acceptable, they would end up with 9 to 10
driveways dong the frontage of this parcd. They have suggested another dternative that may or
may not get to the same dendty, but it would meet the minimum dengty standards, and that
would be two private roads that are double loaded so there would be 4 to 5 lots on each Side,
20 feet wide in a 30 foot easement. They would be short and no turnaround would be required.
Mabrey said those were the two options.

Meridee Pabst, Miller Nash, 500 East Broadway, Suite 400, Vancouver, representative for the
gpplicant, stated that the gpplicant is proposing the shared driveways. She sad they have
proposed conditions they beieve can hdp mitigate the potentia impacts from the project, but
there's no design yet and they don't know if it can be done without talking with people in
current planning and the developer’ s engineers.

Morris wanted to know what the proposa from the applicant was in terms of how many
driveways.

Pabst sad it would most likely be nine shared driveways due to the lot width that would be
required.

Morris asked what the length of the property was.

Mabrey sad it was 465 feet 0 if they gick with the minimum 25-foot ot width requirement,
they would get 18 lots; 9 to 10 driveways on a block.

Stuart asked how far apart they would be.
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Pabst responded.

Mabrey sad if it were zoned R-15, there could be a bank of houses with 9 or 10 driveways.
Morris asked what the proposed zone change was.

Orjiako sad it would be from commercia to R-18.

Mabrey sad in essense they would lose a considerable amount of onstreet parking on the
north sde if they approved R 18 zoning with joint driveways, and that's been the concern the
neighbors have expressed and what they’ re trying to work out.

Pabst sad that’s part of the reason they’ ve offered to provide free off-street parking spaces.
She further explained.

Morris indicated that she wanted to ask Mr. Lowry about this because it's a comprehensve
plan change and they have to meet the test of the comprehensive plan change language. In order
to do that they would have to say they had made amistake, there was a substantia change of
circumgtances, or there was some other findings they have to make. She asked Mr. Orjiako if
he was satisfied that they have made those.

Orjiako sad yes, in generd.
Morris asked Stuart how many driveways were on his street, on a block.

Suart said they have dleyways, but as far as houses if they dl had driveways, on one block
they would have 8. He said he was okay with the change and as far as how they do the traffic
management in the areg, if it's going to be about the same as it would be for R-15 or R-175 as
far as the number of driveways, and if there has been comitment to make sure that there’'s more
opportunity for off-street parking, that gives him enough assurance that this would be donein a
way that would not negatively impact the neighborhood.

Boldt agreed with Stuart.
Bob Carpenter, 4114 NW 122™ Street, said his concern has been the number of driveways
primarily in light of the number of driveways that have aready been approved on the southsde

of 122" —gpproximatdly 22 driveways. He said the lots on the south are 30 feet wide and if it's
rezoned to R-18, he questioned what the width of the lots would be.
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Mabrey said the minimum width in the townhouse ordinance is 25 feet so it dl depends on how
much depth you have as well.

Carpenter sad it would be safe to assume then that the lots to the north would be 30 feet wide.
At 465 feet in length and 30 feet wide, the result would be 15 driveways.

Morris stated that they are going to limit the number of driveways and are only discussing what
the number is.

Carpenter referenced the applicant’ s draft covenant that would restrict those driveways to one
driveway per two units, but his concern about that is that the wording leaves it open that they
could have one driveway. He asked if that meant when they have two 15-foot driveways with
them s0 close together like that, they would have to put one flat 30-foot wide driveway drop.
He further explained. He said there should be some language that says “limited to one 20-foot
driveway for thetwo...”

Suart asked if they had standards for the width of driveways.

Mabrey sad that for a joint-use driveway the minimim width is 20 feet. It doesn't specify a
maximum width.

Morris suggested that thisis not the point to get into the design of the subdivision, but that it was
amatter for gaff in a different divison. She said the issue before them was whether or not they
were going to rezone this to R 18 and, if so, what conditions would they impose in terms of the
maximum number of driveways. Morris sad the gpplicant has suggested 9 and daff has
suggested a design that is only 2 and the applicant has judtifigbly objected to that much of a
limitation to the design because they don’t know how the ground will work when they begin to
lay it out from an engineering perspective. She suggested that the motion should include a
covenant that there be no more than 9 driveways and that the board would prefer to see a
design that minimizes that. Morris said she would like to ask the goplicant if they would be
diligent enough to pursue that and invedtigate it in terms d a design. She noted that a work
session was scheduled for early in 2006 regarding the number of driveways that they would
limit.

Orjiako added that they are currently working with Public Works and identifying the issues that
need to be addressed in that work session, including what they redly dlow in R-18 so that they
dedl with that issue aso.

Suart agreed with Commissioner Morris that there are other avenues for the specific discussion

about the width of the driveway, but that as long as they set the policy guidance that will provide
an avenue for someone to pursue.
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Carpenter said as far as the covenant, he would ask that the language be changed to a certain
minimum number or certain width driveway as opposed to how it's currently written, which
doesn't have any teeth.

Morris said she would need the 9 driveway limit to be specified in order to move forward.

Lowry said he thought they could add that to the covenant and that they could have a generd
requirement to design in a way that reasonably limits the number of access points, which in no
event shall exceed 9.

There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Docket Item
CPZ2005-00063, Fdida Park, with the covenant language as amended per Rich Lowry,
Prosecuting Attorney’s Ofice Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion
carried. (See Tape 245)

CPZ2005-00098 — Docket (Woodland School District Capital Facilities Plan) The
school digtrict’s updated capital facilities plan and arequest to impose school impact fees
pursuant to Section 40.620.030.

Orjiako stated that the request was to impaose single-family impact fees of $2,750 and $650 for
multi-family for that portion of Woodland that’ s located within Clark County. He said this went
to the Planning Commisson and they recommended approva by a6 to 0 vote. He said when
this case went before the Planning Commission, staff did not make a recommendation
recognizing that this matter came to the county in the past and the county made a conditiona
approva subject to Cowlitz County and the City of Woodland adopting a school impact fee for
the Woodland School Didtrict.

LeAnne Bremer, Miller Nash, 500 East Broadway, Vancouver, representative for Woodland
School Digrict, introduced Bill Hunley, the Superintendent of the school didtrict. Ms. Bremer
requested that Clark County adopt the Woodland School District Capita Facilities and Impact
Fee request as outlined by Oliver. She presented history. She said Cowlitz County is non-GMA
and can impose impact fees under SEPA. Bremer sad the School Board looked at their policy
and decided that they wanted to seek impact feesin the jurisdictions where they could get them.
The City of Woodland adopted the impact fee last month and are collecting it now for the
digtrict. She requested that the Board adopt the plan and the fee.

Stuart asked if this was the same fee that was adopted for the City of Woodland.

Bremer responded yes.
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There being no further public comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve Docket Item
CPZ2005-0098, Woodland School Didtrict Cepitd Facilities Plan. Commissioners Mortis,
Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See tape 245)

CPZ2005-00067 - Hinton The property owner is seeking to redesignate and rezone parcels
106116-000 and 156201-000 from Light Manufacturing (ML) to Generd Commercia (CH)
for approximately 14.6 acres located at the intersection of Andresen Road and NE 88" Street.
NE 162™ Avenue. The Planning Commission recommended APPROVAL by a5to 1 vote;
AND

CPZ2005-00069 - NE 117" Avenue The property owner is seeking to redesignate and
rezone parcel 158435-000 for gpproximatdy 9.4 acres from Light Manufacturing (ML) to
Generd Commercia (CH) located near the 6900 block of NE 117" Avenue. The Planning
Commission recommended DENIAL by a3to 2 vote.

Randy Printz, 805 Broadway, Vancouver, representative for the applicant, stated that he
would like to do both docket items CPZ2005-00067 and 69 together because they are both on
acommercia node and the issues are very smilar for both gpplications. He began with
CPZ2005-00067, Hinton.

Orjiako referenced the NE 117" Avenue case and noted that the Planning Commission s vote
was 3 to 2 for denid. The Planning Commission recommended approva on the Hinton case by
astolvote

Printz explained why they were making the request and presented an agrid map — ML since
1979, truck/trailer storage for over 15 years, continually marketed property. In these cases, the
UGA/UGB isfar north of these properties. He said he was on the Economic Devel opmert
Committee that identified particular areas in the county that were important for economic
development. Thiswas not one of the focused investment areas. Mr. Printz said the primary
reason this was zoned as indudtria in 1979 and has remained so since that time is because it has
essentidly been used as a storage yard and more closdy resembled an indudtrid use than
anything ese. He said currently thereis no legal access from this parce to the railroad tracks—
it sahdf mile away with two or three intervening parcels and they have no legal access and
there are no rail spurs. The property located immediately to the west—the triangular piece—has
gone through development review and is platted and there is no ability for the piece to ever get
to therailroad. Printz said it was important to recognize that the Comp Plan itsdf isapolicy
document and the gods and palicies are planning toals, not regulatory scalpels. He further
explained. He then commented on the staff report and noted that many of the gtaff involved in
writing the staff report are no longer with the county and so comments may or may not be
shared with current staff. He said the staff report Sates that the Comp Plan strongly discourages
new highway commercia, but that’s not true. He said there' s no place in the Comp Plan that
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says that, but what it saysisthat it strongly discourages new strip development. Also, staff
dated that the Comp Plan strongly discourages the conversion of industria land, which he
agreed with in genera; however, the Comp Plan doesn't sate that you cannot convert industrial
land and specificaly provides for mechanisms for which to do that. Printz stated that for the
Comp Plan that was originally developed for the county from 1994, 11,000 acres of industrial
was ultimatdy put on the map because there were alot of other parcels out there that either had
some sort of indugtrid use on them at the time or that was just what the county painted them. He
sad that everything on the map that was blue wasn't intended to be in the category of the 3,000
acres of prime. The gtaff report cites that the “community [inaudible] plan encourages growth in
centers, urban and rural, with each center separate and ditinct. The centers are oriented and
deveoped around neighborhoods to dlow resdents to more easily move through them.” He
dated that there is a misguote in the Comp Plan and what the language actudly saysis, “the
community [inaudible] plan encourages growth in urban growth areas and rurd centers.” That
provisonin the Comp Plan is designed to talk about how you establish urban growth aress.
Also, one of the conclusions reached in the staff report was that the Site is not conveniently
accessible; however, Printz said there are few Sites in the county that could be more accessible.
He further explained. He said that the most Sgnificant issue in the staff report was whether or
not this gpplication could meet the Comp Plan criteria regarding getting over the no net loss
hurdle. He said the board added 30 or 40 parcels to the ML inventory through emergency
ordinances after the 2004 Comp Plan was adopted. They came out of BP, but BP isnot an
dlowed usein the ML zone. Even if the board were to uphold the Planning Commission’s
recommendation, there would sill be a surplus of 119 acres net. He then talked about the
locationa criteriaand said that staff makes a strong point in the staff report stating that
“Highway Commercid is only to be applied to existing strip commercia.” He sated that that's
not what the Comp Plan says. He provided examples and referenced some aeria maps. He said
the assertion in the staff report that they can’'t meet the locationd criteria because only Highway
Commercid is supposed to be gpplied to existing Strip Commercid isn't true.

Morris wanted to know who provided services such asfire, water, sewer.

Printz sad he thought for fire it was Fire Didtrict 5 and for sewer and water he thought it was
CPU and Hazd Ddl Sewer Didtrict. He said he could confirm that.

Eric Hovee, Economic Consultant, 2408 Main Street, addressed four questions that came up in
the staff review of the proposa related to questions of economic need and benefit. The
questions related to the relative tax benefits would be of industrid versus commercid
development of the Site; jobs and wage questions; the need for commercid retail; and more
commentary on no net |oss.

Mr. Hovee stated that asfar astax benefits, with the 1% cap on property taxes that puts retail
sdestax into much more of aforefront pogtion in terms of having some dadticity of growth
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potentia in the future. For this Ste they looked at what it could be if it were developed as a
business park or light industrid and then compared that to potentia retail development on the
site and the property taxes would be roughly equivdent, dthough retall is probably a bit more.
He said the red difference comesin the sdestax benefits. When you take that out over a 20-
year period what you get as an indugtria use is $1.4 million over 20 yearsin anet present value
sense, and if it were done as commercia you would get about $12 million. The main reason for
that difference hasto do with the retall sdestax and its growth potentid, which is much grester
than with property tax.

Hovee said the second question was relative to jobs and wages and their conclusion was that
indugtrid or commercid would deliver about the same number of jobs and the question then
becomes, what’ s the quality of those jobs in terms of wages? The common perception is that
industrid pays more than retail and in generd that’ s true, but you have to look at the specific
types of indudtrid versus commercid. He said examples such as Costco and Home Depot are
uses that tend to pay very high wages per hour, with Costco paying an average wage that’s
above the Clark County average. If you look at the trucking and warehousing use that’s on the
Site today, that tends to be ardatively low-paying job even though it' sindustrid. So the wage
issueis onethat could actudly work to the benefit of retail, especidly the type of retall that has
worked in this particular location.

Asfar asthe need for commercia, Hovee stated that they looked a dl the commercid Stesin
the county and looked at what the need would be in the future. He said they identified a need of
over the next 20 years of about 805 acres and further classified that need into large versus small
gtes and the greater need is for the large Sites. He said there' s only one Site in the county thet's
zoned commercid that's more than 10 acres in Size and there s redly nothing over 15 acres, so
this helps meet that need and at alocation that providesided transportation accessin the

county.

Hovee then talked about the no net loss provisions and said there are severd exceptions
provided for changing from industria to commercid within the context of no net loss He sad
one of the criterion relates to whether converson to primeindugtria statusis not readily feasible;
however, their evaluation suggested that it would be very difficult to convert it to prime satus
because of the triangular nature of the Site, its access limitations and the low-lying nature of it,
which makesif difficult to make to bring it up to Sandard. He said in this particular case,
commercia use would support aland vaue that' s anywhere from two to four times more than
what the indudtria land value would be. That brings the ability to address alot of the Steissues
and makes it amore productive Ste than whét it currently is.

Thefind question was whether there were other replacement sites available within Clark County

and Mr. Hovee stated that they supportive of the need for additiona industria Site, but that
there needs to be sites that can be ready to be built and sites that are appropriate for industrid.
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He sad their concluson isthat this Site was well suited for industrid, but was very appropriate
for commercid and a very desrable and valued location for that type of use.

Suart sad that asfar as no net loss these specific circumstances tend to lead toward bigger
policy discussions and the question of “what isno net lossin this county?’ Isit ano net loss of
wages, acreage, types of uses, etc.? He said it’' s something he would be interested in pursuing
as they do the Comp Plan.

Hovee said Commissoner Stuart’s observation squares with what they’re seeing in terms of the
economic data about the way the economy is changing. The old generdizations don't aways
hold. Part of the chdlenge of the future is to get much more specific about the uses and the land
they’re suited to.

Orjiako referenced Commissioner Morris question about who services the area and confirmed
that it was Hazel Dell Sewer Didtrict for sewer and Clark Public Utilities Didtrict for water.

[There was brief discussion about how best to proceed.]

Orjiako dtated that, in generd, the no net loss was till an issue. Also, the decision the board
made relative to BP to ML was significant to this gpplication. He said it was a blurry line
between BP and ML and when looking at the uses he could say that BP, in generd, could be
considered as ML—that’ s pushing the envelope in his opinion. He said he thought the board
would sl have to wrestle with the no net lossissue for this particular application.

Morrissad it isa curious thing about the no net loss and the BP switch, but there must have
been some things that were dlowed in light manufacturing that were not dlowed in BP otherwise
they wouldn't have had people asking to make the change. She agreed that thereisafineline
and she wasn't sure who was crossing it. She said the staff report talked about what they
believed to have been a scrivener’ s error in a Comprehensive Plan policy, but it' s alittle bit late
to be talking about the scrivener’s error and ignoring it. She further explained. She Stated that if
there is a scrivener’ s error, it should have been brought forward for achangein the
Comprehengve Plan text language, which it was't. Morris thought it was an issue for themin
this case, aswdll asthe 117" Street zone change. She said they need to have some discussion
about it and it needs to be considered discussion so that they are developing a sustainable
record.

Lowry stated that there were severd changes to the no net loss policy last year, which work at
counter-purpose when it comes to this application. Oneis to specificaly put BP into the no net
loss. So BP and indudtrid land are sort of co-equas when it comes to the no net loss policy
now. On the other hand, the board aso modified the no net loss policy by providing three
criterig, the first being that lands can't be improved to prime. He said the no net |0ss issue was
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in the Comp Plan because of remand from the hearings board. He explained that the hearings
board was concerned about secondary and tertiary industrial and the fact that we had such an
ocean of secondary and tertiary and that, in fact, those were just residentid lands that were
hiding under the designation of industrial. Despite assurances that that wasn't going to happen,
the county got aremand and they adopted the no net loss policy, which origindly only applied
to secondary and tertiary. So they didn’t have ano net loss policy for prime industria land,
which was strange. The second criterion was that a non-indudtrid or employment center
designation is more appropriate. The third criteriawas that they back-fill with new designations
within the UGA. However, what the board did last year—and staff correctly believesisa
scrivener’ s erro—was to link those three criteriawith an “or” when it should have been “and.”
So aliterd reading of the no net loss policy today you can meet by showing ether that the lands
can't beimproved to prime; that a non-industrid or employment center designation is more
appropriate; or that you have backfill. He said he didn’t think that was what was intended, but
that’ s what the code currently provides and is actudly on the agenda later on for alanguage
change.

Printzsad it was fine even if they took that interpretation. He said they meet the test.

Lowry said that what doesn't help isthat the BP is on the same footing as industrid so you can't
take the emergency amendments back to industrial as adding inventory.

Printz said he disagreed because of the specific language there. He said the PC addressed the
issue specificaly. He said he agreed that you could read 1, 2, and 3 asbeing “ors’ or “ands’
and he was fine with it being conjunctive as opposed to digunctive. Printz said he thought they
met al three. He sad if they read the language in #3—even if they have to meet it, dong with
the others—it saysthat “you will not achieve anet loss of business park, office campus, and
indugtrid,” and his reading of that isthat you cannot have a net loss of business park, or office
campus, or industrid lands. He said that in terms of this application they do not have anet loss
of industrid because since the 2004 plan 134.57 acres has been added.

Stuart said that because of what was done last year, including BP with indugtrid as part of the
no net loss, he wasn't sure he had the same interpretation of that language, but it’'s alonger
discusson that isn't necessary to have because they only needed to have one of the three
criteria. He said for his part he was happy to go forward with this, but he was concerned about
the no net loss from the standpoint of wages. He said Mr. Hovee talked about Costco and
Home Depot in terms of wages, but there's dso Wal-Mart on the other end of the spectrum.
Stuart wanted to know what prevented this from becoming aWal-Mart.

Printzsad that was agreat issue to have a bigger policy discusson on.
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Morris asked Mr. Lowry if they could state in the covenant that it shal not be used for aWal-
Mart.

Printz said that would be fine.
Morris asked if they could do thet.
Lowry said he didn’t see a problem if it's volunteered by the applicant.

Mayor Paul Dennis, City of Camas, pointed out that most of the issues rdated to 117" Street
were the same and so when they do get to that case, he wouldn't reiterate everything already
said by Mr. Hovee. However, Mayor Dennis said he would mention some specific things thet
make 117" abit different than the site on 88"

There being no further comment, MOVED by Boldt to approve CPZ2005-00067, Hinton,
with a covenant stating that a Wal-Mart will not be permitted on the site.

Morris noted that there was one more person listed on the sign-in sheet as a party of record:
Mark Ferris of Tigard, Oregon. She asked Mr. Ferrisif he was a party of record because he

was planning to gpped.

Mark Ferris, Zimmer Development, Tigard, Oregon, responded that they were the property
owners of the parcel located immediately west. He added thet at this time they are not planning

on appeding.
Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 246)

CPZ2005-00066 - Lusk The property owner is seeking to redesignate and rezone parcels
155968-284 and 155968-276 for approximately 4.7 acres from Generd Commercid (CH) to
Urban Low (R1-6) located on the north side of Padden Parkway at approx. NE 82™ Avenue.
The Planning Commisson recommended APPROVAL by a5 to O vote.

CPZ2005-00078 - Amend the Twenty Year Growth Comprehensve Plan Text: The
Comprehensive Plan text document was last revised September 2004. Since that update, a
number of inconsstencies have been identified in the document. This amendment serves as a
post adoption correction to the comprehensive plan text. A file containing the adopting
ordinances and text document can be viewed in the Long Range Planning Divison. The Flanning
Commisson recommended APPROVAL by a 6 to O vote The Planing Commisson
recommendations did not make the deletions set out at 1.2, 1.3, correcting Table 1.2, not
making the deletions set out in 1.4, 1.1.15 and 3.2.13 in the staff report. Continued from
November 16, 2005.
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Lowry stated that the board would have to continue to a date and time certain and suggested
they continue to the following Tuesday a 10:00 am. and if that presents amgjor problem for
Mr. Printz, he could notify the Clerk of the Board about possibly moving it up to 11:00 am. or
something like that.

Printz said he was okay to try for the following Tueday.

There being no comment, MOVED by Boldt to continue the public hearing pertaining to
Annua Review Docket Items to December 13, 2005, a 10:00 am. in the Commissioners
Hearing Room, Sixth FHoor, Public Service Center. Commissioners Morris, Boldt, and Stuart
voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 246)

Morris pointed out that the only remaining items were NE 117" Avenue, Lusk, and changes
related to the Comprehensive Plan Text.

COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS

There were no Commissoner communications.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Betty Sue Morrigs/
Betty Sue Morris, Chair

Marc Boldt/s/
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